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the boys got older, I tried to work again, but 
my husband begged me to stay home with 
him, which I did. 

My husband died when he was 50. I was able 
to save a little money, which I intended to 
use to enjoy a little more life than I had 
been able to. 

In 1995, I was diagnosed with breast cancer, 
which I went through and got on with my 
life. In December 1999, I had another mastec-
tomy, which I hope I will recover from as 
well as I did in the case of my first mastec-
tomy. 

Since the time I was diagnosed with can-
cer, the cost of my drugs has spiraled up and 
up. I live on a fixed income. I also have to 
pay for health insurance. Believe me, I am 
not complaining, ‘‘poor little me.’’ There are 
many people worse off than me, and this is 
why I am writing. Maybe my letter will help 
others. 

I will give you an estimate of what I am 
paying every month for drugs.

She proceeds through a long list. Her 
cancer medication is $180 for 31 tablets. 
Her high blood pressure medication is 
$21 for a month’s supply. Her blood 
thinner medication is $20 for a month. 
Nasal spray is $58 for a month. And on 
and on. 

The total for each month for my con-
stituent is $377.85 and it continues to 
go up and up, as she indicates in her 
letter. 

She indicates here that she hopes 
that everyone who needs these drugs 
will be able to afford them and live a 
healthier life. 

Mr. Speaker, today I rise, as we ap-
proach Memorial Day, to recognize the 
fact that not only my constituent from 
Fenton, Michigan, but four million vet-
erans and four million spouses of vet-
erans in this country have no help for 
their prescription drug coverage. We 
are talking about people who were will-
ing to lay their lives on the line. 

This Monday we will honor those who 
gave their lives in service for our Na-
tion. And in light of this and these sta-
tistics, I believe we need to call upon 
all of us to act immediately to address 
the issue of the high cost of prescrip-
tion drugs, particularly for our older 
Americans where we have the oppor-
tunity by just simply passing Medicare 
coverage, by modernizing Medicare, to 
cover the way health care is provided 
today with prescription drug coverage. 

We can honor our veterans by ful-
filling the promise of health care that 
was made to them. Each one of our 
servicemen and women, as they come 
to the service of our country, they sign 
on the dotted line; and we, in return, 
indicate to them the promise of health 
care. Not only are we not fulfilling the 
health care promise to our veterans as 
it relates to full funding health care for 
our veterans, but when we have 4 mil-
lion of our veterans, 4 million of their 
spouses that do not have any access to 
help cover their prescription drug cov-
erage, we need to act. There is some-
thing wrong; and we need to take it 
very, very seriously. 

It is not right when someone who has 
cared for her disabled husband, some-

one who is a disabled veteran, his wife, 
who goes on to have health care prob-
lems herself, who has saved a little bit 
in her life now finds herself using all of 
those little bit of savings in order to 
pay for her medication and then find 
herself on a fixed income paying al-
most $400 a month for medications. 

We need to act. It is time now to 
lower the cost of prescription drugs 
and to modernize Medicare.

f 

COMMITTEE ON RESOURCES 
PASSES BILL TO PURCHASE 
BACA RANCH IN NEW MEXICO 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Tennessee (Mr. DUNCAN) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, today the 
Committee on Resources passed a bill 
to purchase the Baca Ranch in New 
Mexico. This is a very bad deal for the 
taxpayers. 

The family that owns this ranch 
bought it in 1961 for $2.1 million. Now, 
under the bill passed out of committee 
today, the Federal Government is 
going to pay $101 million for this prop-
erty, almost 50 times the original pur-
chase price. 

I would bet almost everyone in this 
Nation would like to sell their property 
for 50 times what they paid for it.

b 1845 

This is a colossal rip-off of the tax-
payers. My office yesterday asked the 
Congressional Research Service to run 
the numbers for us. According to CRS, 
there has been a 452 percent inflation 
since 1961. Adjusted for inflation, this 
property should be worth $11.7 million, 
or about 51⁄2 times the original pur-
chase price. 

We definitely should not be paying 
$101 million for property that was 
bought for $2.1 million, and today ad-
justed for inflation should be worth 
$11.7 million. This is welfare for the 
rich, a windfall for the wealthy. 

However, it will be passed by a huge 
margin, because it has strong bipar-
tisan support in New Mexico. I watched 
a tape about this property. It is beau-
tiful; however, the most overused word 
in this Congress is the word pristine. 
We are constantly told that we have to 
buy this property or that property, be-
cause it is beautiful and pristine, but if 
the Federal Government tried to buy 
every beautiful, pristine piece of prop-
erty in this country, it would bankrupt 
our government and shatter our econ-
omy, besides the Federal Government 
already owns 37 percent of New Mexico, 
millions of acres. 

The Federal Government certainly 
does not need any more of New Mexico; 
it has too much already. Private prop-
erty is one of the main foundations of 
our prosperity. It is one of the corner-
stones of our freedom. Private property 
is one of the main things that has set 

us apart from socialist and Communist 
nations. 

Already the Federal Government 
owns 30 percent of the land in this Na-
tion. State and local governments and 
quasigovernmental units own another 
20 percent, half the land in some type 
of public ownership. 

Also we keep putting more and more 
restrictions, limitations, rules, regula-
tions, redtape on the land that does re-
main in private hands. If we keep doing 
away with private property, we are 
going to drive up prices for homes and 
cause much serious damage to our 
economy. We will hurt the poor and 
working people the most and those of 
middle income. 

We should not waste the taxpayers 
money in this way. We should not rip 
off the taxpayers in this way. $101 mil-
lion for property bought for $2.1 mil-
lion is more than 4,000 percent higher 
than what it should be when adjusted 
for inflation. We should not take 
money from lower- and middle-income 
Americans to pay a family almost 50 
times what they paid for their prop-
erty. 

Mr. Speaker, $101 million for prop-
erty originally bought for $2.1 million 
is simply too much. The Baca Ranch 
purchase will pass this Congress over-
whelmingly; but I repeat, Mr. Speaker, 
this is a colossal rip-off of the tax-
payers of this Nation. 

f 

FEARS OVER CHANGES IN SOCIAL 
SECURITY SYSTEM PROPOSED 
BY GOVERNOR BUSH OF TEXAS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
KING). Under the Speaker’s announced 
policy of January 6, 1999, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. PALLONE) 
is recognized for 60 minutes as the des-
ignee of the minority leader. 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I do not 
intend to use the entire hour this 
evening, but I want to take what time 
I have to discuss my fears, and I stress 
fears, this evening over the changes in 
the Social Security system that have 
been proposed by Governor Bush of 
Texas. 

Mr. Speaker, Social Security has lift-
ed millions of seniors out of poverty. It 
is, by far, the most successful economic 
program ever passed by Congress, and 
the reasons for the success are simple. 
It offers a guaranteed, and I stress 
guaranteed, benefit for every American 
retiree. More than half of all Ameri-
cans, especially working families, have 
no retirement savings beyond Social 
Security. 

Without the guaranteed income pro-
vided by Social Security, millions of 
seniors could fall through the cracks 
left to live out their lives in poverty. 
Recently, Governor George Bush pro-
posed a Social Security plan that 
would undermine Social Security, in 
my opinion, and simultaneously 
threaten our thriving economy. 
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By diverting funds from the Social 

Security Trust Fund to set up indi-
vidual retirement accounts, as Bush 
proposed, the plan would hasten the in-
solvency of the Social Security Trust 
Fund. It would also force seniors to 
question rather than count on their So-
cial Security benefits. 

Now, Governor Bush has also pro-
posed a tax cut that would cost an esti-
mated $1.7 trillion. When combined 
with the cost of his individual retire-
ment accounts that he has mentioned 
with regard to Social Security, Gov-
ernor Bush’s plan would spend more 
than three times the projected surplus 
over the next 10 years. That money 
would come directly out of the Social 
Security Trust Fund, weakening the 
program even further and leaving little 
room in the budget for other priorities 
like a prescription drug benefit for 
Medicare. 

No plan that would endanger the 
guarantees of Social Security, rob the 
trust fund, and leave other priorities 
unfunded can possibly be taken seri-
ously, and that is why I refer to the 
Bush plan as extremely radical. Demo-
crats have pretty much said that we 
are going to fight this dangerous ill-
conceived proposal, and I think we 
need to fight it every step of the way.

Mr. Speaker, I want to discuss three 
of my concerns about the Bush Social 
Security plan in a little more detail 
this evening. First of all, I would like 
to express my concern that ultimately 
Governor Bush’s plan would lead to 
complete privatization of Social Secu-
rity. Right now the governor is saying 
only 2 percent of the money would be 
invested by individuals in retirement 
accounts. 

But in an Associated Press story on 
May 17, just a week or so ago, Governor 
Bush said it was possible workers 
would eventually be allowed to invest 
their entire Social Security tax, not 
just a portion of it. 

The Houston Chronicle reported on 
the same day, and I quote, ‘‘Bush on 
Tuesday said his plan to create private 
savings accounts could be the first step 
toward a complete privatization of So-
cial Security.’’ 

And I want to stress this: the Social 
Security program was began under 
Franklin Roosevelt. The Republican 
leadership for many years totally op-
posed it being started, and I think that 
this is part of a historical trend essen-
tially that what Governor Bush is say-
ing, I do not like a government pro-
gram, Social Security is a government 
program. Ultimately, I think it is best 
if it is privatized completely. 

The second concern I have is this 
question of whether or not there will 
be a guaranteed income, because that 
is what Social Security is about to 
most seniors. They know that when 
they retire they will have a guaranteed 
income every month, and a certain 
amount over the course of the year. 

Well, when asked on May 15 whether 
or not there would be a guaranteed in-
come, basically Governor Bush said 
this, and this is from the Dallas Morn-
ing News of May 15, ‘‘maybe or maybe 
not.’’ Asked whether he envisions a 
system in which future beneficiaries 
would receive no less than they would 
have under the current system, Mr. 
Bush said ‘‘maybe, maybe not.’’ 

Well, what he was essentially admit-
ting was that it was conceivable that a 
worker taking advantage of these pri-
vate investment accounts would get a 
lower guaranteed benefit from Social 
Security, and we know that that obvi-
ously is the case, because it would de-
pend how that worker invested the 
money since it is an individual deci-
sion. 

The New York Times reported on 
May 17, and I quote, ‘‘Bush also refused 
to say how much benefits might be re-
duced for workers who created private 
investment accounts. That is all up for 
discussion,’’ Mr. Bush said. 

When I say that this is a radical pro-
posal, it is radical because most Ameri-
cans think that they are going to have 
a certain guaranteed income from their 
Social Security. It is clear that with 
the private investment accounts and 
the further privatization that Governor 
Bush has been talking about, there is 
no guaranteed income. 

The third major concern that I have 
and would like to focus on in a little 
more detail this evening is what I call 
the transition costs, the trillion dollars 
in transition costs that might not be 
accounted for or that Bush is really 
not accounting for. Bush acknowledged 
in this same Associated Press story 
that I mentioned on May 17 that he has 
not fully accounted for the cost of 
moving from the current Social Secu-
rity system to his proposed one. 

Now, Vice President AL GORE says 
that the cost of that transition could 
be something like $900 billion, almost 
$1 trillion. The plan laid out by Gov-
ernor Bush leaves out the most impor-
tant factor, and that is the cost. Ac-
cording to a new report published by 
the Center for Budget and Policy Prior-
ities, Bush’s privatization plan would 
cost $900 billion over the first 10 years. 
These costs occur because the Social 
Security system must simultaneously 
pay out current benefits while privat-
ization drains over 16 percent of the 
amount of money coming into the sys-
tem. That is assuming the 2 percent 
point diversion that Bush has talked 
about. If we combine this with the cost 
of Bush’s nearly $2 trillion tax cut, the 
Bush plan will leave multitrillion dol-
lar debts as far as the eye can see. This 
is basically from the Center for Budget 
and Policy Priorities. 

I want to talk a little further about 
some of the other impacts that Gov-
ernor Bush’s privatization plan with 
regard to Social Security would have. 
Here I would like to raise three issues, 

three impacts, if you will, from this 
Bush Social Security privatization 
plan. 

First, it would weaken our economy 
by eliminating our chance to pay down 
the debt, which we have started to do 
ever since the surplus occurred. Sec-
ond, it would place at risk the secure 
retirement benefit that Social Security 
provides. Third, and this is something 
that I think a lot of people have not 
thought about but we have to think 
about, the Bush Social Security privat-
ization plan would force a massive 
S&L, savings and loan-style bailout if 
people’s investments failed. 

Let me talk, Mr. Speaker, in a little 
more detail about these three impacts 
from this privatization plan.

First, let me go back to the fact that 
the Bush plan will eliminate the 
chance to pay down the debt. This goes 
back to this $1 trillion in transition 
cost that I mentioned before. Accord-
ing to the Center for Budget and Policy 
Priorities, Bush’s privatization plan 
would cost the $900 billion I mentioned 
over 10 years. The reason these costs 
occur is because the Social Security 
system has to pay out the current ben-
efits, as I mentioned, while the privat-
ization drains this other 16 percent. 
But the bottom line is that Bush’s own 
aides acknowledge that these transi-
tion costs would siphon away the 
money that could be used to pay down 
the debt. Less debt reduction would 
translate into higher interest pay-
ments on the debt over the same 10-
year period, which in turn would re-
duce the budget surplus. 

If I could talk about this in a little 
more detail, I would like to contrast it 
with what Vice President GORE not 
only has proposed but what he is doing. 
Under Mr. GORE’s plan, all of the Social 
Security surplus will go to reducing 
the national debt held by the public. 
Some of this is already happening. 
Some of the debt is actually being paid 
down now. What GORE is saying, that 
he would take all of the Social Secu-
rity surplus and use it essentially to 
reduce the national debt. There would 
not be that opportunity with Bush’s 
plan. The money simply would not be 
there to exercise that option. 

As I said, not only Vice President 
GORE but President Clinton and the ad-
ministration’s deficit and debt reduc-
tion that they have already done has 
already helped the economy and fami-
lies. Seven years ago, the budget def-
icit was nearly $300 billion and grow-
ing; and as a result, interest rates were 
high and growth was slow. By the year 
2012, it was projected that 25 cents on 
every tax dollar would be needed to pay 
interest on the debt. Because of this 
administration, the Clinton-Gore ad-
ministration’s commitment to fiscal 
discipline, deficits have turned into 
surpluses and the Nation’s debt is al-
ready $1.7 trillion lower than it was 
projected to be this year. Because of 
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the deficit and debt reduction that the 
Clinton administration has already 
done, it is estimated the typical family 
with a home mortgage might be ex-
pected to save roughly $2,000 per year 
in mortgage payments. 

Currently, about 13 cents on every 
Federal dollar is spent on net interest 
payments. These payments which were 
once projected to be nearly double that 
would be eliminated under AL GORE’s 
plan. With the Government no longer 
draining resources from capital mar-
kets, interest rates are lower and busi-
nesses have more funds for productive 
investment. Paying off the debt will 
continue to help fuel investment and 
productivity growth. 

What I am trying to say, Mr. Speak-
er, is essentially this. Let us continue 
the policy of paying down the debt be-
cause ultimately that makes the econ-
omy grow and it saves money that 
would be available in the long run for 
Social Security. Let us not go down 
this risky, radical plan that Governor 
Bush has proposed where on the one 
hand he is spending trillions of dollars 
on tax cuts and on the other hand his 
transition costs to this privatization 
plan would use up a significant portion 
of the surplus as well. 

I talked about why my fear about 
how Bush’s privatization plan places 
retirement funds at risk, but I would 
like to talk about that a little more in 
terms of the second point here on po-
tential impacts of this risky Bush plan. 
For whatever reason, I guess it is be-
cause the stock market has done so 
well in the last 5, 10 years now that 
people do not even remember that 
there was a time when it was not doing 
that well. But the bottom line is that if 
you have privatization the way Gov-
ernor Bush proposes, it puts individual 
retirement security at the whims of 
the stock market where people can 
lose. 

Throughout its history, Social Secu-
rity has stood as a guaranteed secure 
retirement regardless of the fluctua-
tions of the economy or the stock mar-
ket. Investing these funds in the mar-
ket means that some or all of that ben-
efit could be lost. There was a GAO re-
port that shows the risk of stock mar-
ket investments with Social Security. 
This is from a statement by the asso-
ciate director of income security issues 
for the GAO, April 22, 1998. 

The GAO report noted that caution is 
warranted in counting on future stock 
returns in designing Social Security re-
form. The report goes on. However, an 
average over nearly a century obscures 
the reality that stock returns fluctuate 
substantially from year to year. Over 
the past 70 years or so, stock market 
returns were negative in nearly 1 out of 
4 years. There is no guarantee that in-
vesting in the stock market even over 
2 or 3 decades will yield the long-term 
average return. The stock market 
could drop and stay depressed for a pro-

longed period of time. Of course it has. 
We know that historically it has 
stayed depressed for a long period of 
time.

b 1900 

Interestingly enough, in this same 
GAO report they point out that the So-
cial Security Trust Fund actually out-
performed nominal stock returns 35 
percent of the time from 1950 to 1996, 
over a period of 45 or so years. The 10-
year moving average of the S&P 500 
underperformed the Social Security 
Trust Fund’s treasury returns at times. 
A long-term average does not reflect 
fluctuations in year-to-year stock re-
turns. In fact, nominal stock returns 
were less than the Social Security 
Trust Fund’s annual yield in 17 years 
from 1950 to 1996, more than 35 percent 
of the time, from that same GAO re-
port. 

Sometimes I wonder why it is nec-
essary to explain why the stock mar-
ket is a risky business, because I would 
think that anybody who looks at the 
history of the market knows that that 
is the case, but I guess because the 
market has done so well in the last few 
years and the last decade there are peo-
ple, particularly young people, who feel 
that it will always do well. But that is 
simply not true. It is not borne out by 
the historical facts. 

Let me mention the third impact 
that I would like to discuss in a little 
more detail this evening, and that is 
that privatization could result in mas-
sive government bailouts. The reason 
for that is simple, that if the people 
who take these private investment ac-
counts do not succeed and actually lose 
money or the stock market goes bad, 
they are going to come back to the 
Government and ask the Government 
to bail them out, because everybody 
does that, the big corporations do, the 
savings & loan associations did, and ob-
viously the average person is going to 
do that if they lose all their money and 
they cannot make ends meet. 

Bush and his advisers have indicated 
that his privatization plan for Social 
Security will have no downside risk 
and the Government will guarantee 
that future Social Security bene-
ficiaries will receive no less than they 
would have under the current system. 
Thus, the risky nature of the stock 
market could force the Government to 
bail out Social Security during market 
downturns or for people who make poor 
investment choices. 

The Governor is saying, Don’t worry. 
If you do these investments with your 
private accounts, don’t worry, because 
we will make it good if you don’t do 
well. How is he going to do that with-
out a massive bailout, and where is the 
money going to come from? Ultimately 
the taxpayers. We would have a major 
problem. 

The other thing is that obviously pri-
vatization could make Social Security 

go insolvent a lot earlier. Plans to di-
vert 2 percentage points of the payroll 
tax, or 16 percent of the money paid 
into the Social Security system, into 
private accounts, could make Social 
Security go insolvent 14 years sooner 
than it would if no action were taken 
at all. Under a 2 percentage point plan, 
Social Security could go bankrupt by 
2023, according to a study again from 
the Center for Budget and Policy Prior-
ities. 

Well, that is common sense. If this 
money is taken out of the system, then 
this system will go broke sooner; and 
that is, again, why it makes no sense 
to move with this very risky Bush pri-
vatization plan. 

Now, I want to talk a little bit, if I 
could, about what Vice President GORE 
has proposed and why his plan to shore 
up Social Security is much preferable 
to Governor Bush’s, and certainly not 
risky, by any means. 

Because of the administration’s com-
mitment to fiscal discipline, as I have 
mentioned, the Nation’s debt is already 
$1.7 trillion lower than it was projected 
to be this year. In fact, when the ad-
ministration took office, by the year 
2012 it was projected that 25 cents of 
every dollar would go to pay the inter-
est on the national debt. That has not 
happened, because we are now paying 
down the national debt with the sur-
plus that has been generated.

Vice President GORE is basically say-
ing that he is going to pay off the na-
tional debt and help maintain Amer-
ica’s prosperity in a number of ways. 
But what I want to zero in on is how he 
would dedicate $2.1 trillion for debt re-
duction, and this is basically to pre-
pare the Nation for the retiring of the 
baby-boomers. 

He is proposing to use more than 95 
percent of the Social Security surplus 
to pay down the debt, with the idea 
being, of course, that ultimately that 
will strengthen the economy and pre-
pare for the fact that so many more 
senior citizens are going to be retiring 
as part of this baby-boom generation. 

After a decade of debt reduction, 
GORE transfers the interest savings 
that come from using the Social Secu-
rity surplus to buy down the debt to 
strengthen the solvency of the Social 
Security program. By 2016, GORE will 
be adding about $250 billion annually to 
strengthen Social Security until at 
least 2050. 

He is investing $103 billion, less than 
5 percent of the surplus, in strength-
ening Social Security’s benefits for 
older women, because, as we know, 
poverty among elderly women is a 
major national challenge. In 1997, pov-
erty among elderly widows was 1 per-
cent, compared to 5 percent for married 
women. GORE believes that we can and 
should strengthen benefits for widows 
and mothers that were penalized for 
years spent caring for children as part 
of the plan to extend the solvency of 
Social Security. 

VerDate jul 14 2003 10:05 Sep 30, 2004 Jkt 029102 PO 00000 Frm 00108 Fmt 0688 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR00\H24MY0.004 H24MY0



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 9163May 24, 2000
Now, I could talk in more detail 

about how the Vice President’s plan 
helps older women, but I just want to 
mention two things, if I could, about 
that before I conclude this evening. 
One point is to eliminate the mother-
hood penalty. The current Social Secu-
rity formula is based on average earn-
ings over 35 years of work. Because 
women take several years raising their 
children, the typical woman only 
works 27 years. However, those years 
raising children do not count towards 
Social Security earnings, effectively 
creating this motherhood penalty. 
GORE says that he would eliminate the 
motherhood penalty by allowing par-
ents to take credit for up to 5 years of 
earnings, if they take that time to 
raise children. This would increase So-
cial Security benefits for those women 
by about $600 a year. 

The second thing that GORE would do 
to strengthen benefits for women, 
under current law widows can have 
their combined benefits cut in half. 
Living costs such as rent and utilities 
often do not decrease with the death of 
a spouse, but then there is a cut in ben-
efits to that widow. In fact, single el-
derly women are four times as likely to 
be poor as married women. GORE would 
fight to raise the widow’s benefit to 
three-quarters of the couple’s combined 
benefit, helping more than 3 million el-
derly women receive a benefit that re-
flects their cost of living. 

I am not going to go in more detail 
tonight, but I know over the next few 
weeks, and certainly after the Memo-
rial Day recess, you are going to see 
myself and other Democrats come to 
the floor and constantly talk about our 
concerns with regard to the Bush pri-
vatization Social Security plan, be-
cause I really believe it is a radical 
plan, and I do not think the average 
American or senior understands what 
it is all about. 

This plan, and this is how I want to 
conclude this evening, the greatest 
fault in it is the numbers simply do not 
add up. I think this goes back, again, 
to the fact that he has this $1 trillion 
tax cut, and then he is taking all this 
money out of the Social Security sys-
tem. 

If you take the money out of the sur-
plus for tax cuts, and then you put in 
effect this risky Social Security plan, 
it just has too much of a drain on the 
Federal budget. Taken together, the 
tax cut and Bush’s privatization plan 
essentially would swallow the whole 
surplus for the next 10 years, and also 
use a significant portion of the surplus 
that is dedicated to Social Security. 

The combination of those two large 
$1 trillion plans and the impact that 
they would have on the budget would 
basically not leave any room for other 
vital priorities. I think, Mr. Speaker, 
you know that both the Democrats and 
the Republicans have talked about a 
Medicare drug benefit. There is no way 

that there would be any money left in 
this surplus to pay for a Medicare drug 
benefit for seniors if we implemented 
the Bush plan. The money would sim-
ply not be there. It just does not add 
up. 

That is not to mention other prior-
ities. Governor Bush has talked about 
education. Where is the money going to 
come from to pay for our education pri-
orities, such as money that goes back 
to the municipalities to pay for extra 
teachers to bring class size down, or 
money that would go back to the towns 
around the country for school con-
struction and renovation? It just does 
not add up. The money simply is not 
going to be there. 

So that is why I think it is important 
for me and Democrats, and hopefully 
Republicans as well, to bring up the 
truth about this very risky privatiza-
tion plan that Governor Bush has pro-
posed, because it would not only have a 
negative impact on Social Security, 
but would have a negative impact basi-
cally on the economy and the Federal 
budget, and essentially I think what 
Americans see today as the reasons for 
our prosperity.

f 

MANAGED CARE REFORM 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SOUDER). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 6, 1999, the 
gentleman from Iowa (Mr. GANSKE) is 
recognized for 60 minutes as the des-
ignee of the majority leader. 

Mr. GANSKE. Mr. Speaker, we are 
going to discuss managed care reform 
tonight. It is pertinent that we do this. 
Back in October this House voted 275 to 
151 to pass the Norwood-Dingell-
Ganske Patient Protection Act. That is 
in conference now. Things are going 
very, very slow. 

Mr. Speaker, I remember back at the 
time of the debate that we had on man-
aged care reform, a lot of our col-
leagues, primarily on the Republican 
side of the aisle, but some on the 
Democratic side of the aisle, said, Well, 
you know, we ought to just let the free 
market work this out. 

I am happy tonight to have join me 
in this special order my colleague, the 
gentleman from California (Mr. CAMP-
BELL), who has worked so hard on this 
issue. We are going to discuss in some 
detail his bill, which will come to the 
floor tomorrow, the Quality Health 
Care Coalition Act. 

I am going to yield to the gentleman 
to describe his bill, and then we will 
talk about various aspects of it. 

Mr. CAMPBELL. I appreciate the 
gentleman yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, let me just say, I am so 
proud to have the support of not only a 
brilliant man and a great colleague, 
but a medical doctor in the gentleman 
from Iowa (Mr. GANSKE). All of us here 
in the House that have dealt with him 
know that is the case. When he speaks 

on issues of patient care, he speaks 
from knowledge and compassion. 

Mr. GANSKE. If the gentleman would 
yield, since we will be dealing with an 
issue related to antitrust, I very much 
appreciate the gentleman’s expertise 
on this issue as a former professor of 
law at Stanford University and some-
body well qualified to talk about the 
legal aspects of this bill which we are 
going to be talking about. 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman. 

Mr. Speaker, in 1914 the Sherman Act 
was amended to say that the labor of a 
human being shall not be an article of 
commerce. The reason it was amended 
was to make absolutely clear what I 
think most people would consider com-
mon sense, that cement and steel and 
petroleum are one thing, but what was 
quite different was when an individual 
did not know exactly what it was they 
needed, they had to go to a profes-
sional, and the professional exercised 
her or his judgment, and, in exercising 
her or his judgment, really the doctor 
or the professional was making a deci-
sion that the client or the patient 
placed in that doctor’s hands, and that 
was not the same thing as cement or 
steel or petroleum, because the indi-
vidual did not know what they needed. 

The concept of a professional was 
quite different than the concept of 
commerce, because the State would 
regulate the professions and the profes-
sions would regulate themselves. They 
would have a code of ethics. For exam-
ple, the doctor said that we do not 
want people advertising cut rate prices, 
because you run the risk then that 
some patients will get something that 
is not the best service because it is 
cheaper. 

Well, that is the concept of a profes-
sion, and I respect the concept of a pro-
fession. I regret the fact that we lost a 
sense of that when the antitrust laws 
were reversed in 1975, not by action of 
the Congress, but by the Supreme 
Court in a case, sadly, that came from 
my profession, the attorneys. In that 
case the Supreme Court said not only 
are we going to extent antitrust to at-
torneys, but we are going to extend 
antitrust to all the professions. 

The height of absurdity, in my judg-
ment, was reached in 1982 when the Su-
preme Court said that a group of doc-
tors who had band together to keep 
prices low in Arizona were price fixers 
and, hence, subject to the per se rules 
of the antitrust laws.

b 1915 
I really do think that we can date the 

decline of the profession of medicine 
from that 1975 original and 1982 subse-
quent Supreme Court date, because 
doctors are suddenly treated under the 
law as though they were the same as 
commercial enterprises providing steel 
or autos or cement. 

One of the greatest artifacts of being 
treated the same as any article of com-
merce, just as an article of commerce, 
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